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ABSTRACT
This paper reports a series of events that occurred

at Anderson College (South Carolina) as a result of conflict between
a college academic pdlicy which allowed students to withdraw from a
course without penalty up Until the 12th week of a 16 week seiester,
and a regulation .of the state approval agency for veterans education ,

which required that- veterans withdrawing after mid-teri be. given a
gradefof "F". Being`-in a non- compliance situation with the State
agency jeopardized the college's ability to offer approved p °grams

veterans. To change the policy would mean submission to xternal .--
,governmental intervention in the acadenic'aff4rs of the co lege, and
would have the effect of altering the policy for all students to
satisfy the needs of the 7% of the student bor7comprised of
veterans. Although the faculty traditionally exercised control over,
academic policy matters, time considerations necessitated a decision
by the college president. A study vas .submitted to the president
det'ailing student and faculty views on the, natter of compliance, and
economic and public relations considerations. The president decided
!that:he college should defend-its policies from governmental
intrusion,,and that any policy changes' dictated by the state would
affect veterans only; non - .veterans were not to be penalized by any
such policy alterations. (JDS).
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The purpose ofthis study wasto determine the extent

to which external.forces may require modification of inter-'

naI college decision-making procedures. In addition, itr.
.,,was the intent of.th7is study to deermine,if the specific

issue of-the possible loss of'reenue because of regula-

. =

tions involving 'veterans justified in the minds of faculty

and students the direct intervention of .the president

the college without following normal college decision-making
4

procedures.

Selected faculty members end veteran students-were inter-
.

d
viewed in an attempt to determine-attitudes toward'altern ative

solutions to the problem. An economic impact study was con-
-

ducted to determine the degree:to which the college is depen-

dentupon revenue generated from veteran students.-

It was determined that the faculty members were generally

favorable toward whatever presidential action might be in the

best interest of,the college. The student veterans, on the

other hand, Voiced strong oppositiOh to any action Wthe

president that might result in a ipolicy, that might be cliscrimi.:-

natory.toward them.
. ,

It was further determined that, even though the operating.

budget of the col,lege is not heavily dependent upon ve teran ,
J

enrollment, ther,A was a public relatipns factor to be examined.

It was expected that, if the college were to lose its approval
`,.

.
.

for veterans training, the public would view this loss of
.

3.
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approval.as an- indicator of inferior programming and/or teaching

on the part of the .college.
,
Thiskpotential negative publicity
.

.
. .

, ,----.
.

. ,..
created a strong demand tiat the college conform, if necessary,

tO sgOvernmental demands.

, The recommendations arising fgom the study called for

an initial stance of non-compliahce to test the degree of

d6termination on the part of the governmental agency.' It was

further recommended/that the c011ege make'Nahatevet changes

might be necesaryin order to retain - veterans education

approval.
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'INTRODUCTION

a

The trend to open adm &s and, enrollment, coupled with

liberal academic policies of some institutions of higher learning,
,

has led to abuse of.,the program of edibational benefits provided
.

by the Veterans Administration (hereafter referred to as VA).

One representative of 'the VA has estimated $394 million to be a
$

conservative estimate of the cumulative amount of uncollected
.

3'-

overpayments .to student veterans.and other eligible recipient*.

(hereafter rferredito as-veterans) . The United States Code (1)

provides the legal framework for the VA program of

assi,stance,,and this Code is implemented by scores of interpre-
'.

.

tative regulatiOns. Certain regulations '(2) have been-revised

to provide.gfeater guidance to State approval agencies in set-

ting approval' criteria with respect to 'school attendance, pro-,

gress, and conduct. is the responSibiaity of the State.
t)

approval agencies to interpret the revised regulations and to

establish minimum standards'of progress for the higher educa-

tion community."

'When the "Standards of Progress and Conduct!' were set forth

by the ,State approving agency fortveterans edu6ation in South

Carolina, Anderson College foUnd itselftobe in noh-compliance

with the standard: Furthermore, the cdllege was unable to meet

the tequiied guidelines through the normal decision-making pro-
%

cedures in time to meet the deadline s.et.ky the State approving

agency. It became,necessery fox`. the president of the college, to

r
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.

decide whether or not to by-pass the normal decision-making

procedures and establish an academic'policy) by decree. The

purpose of this study, therefore, wasto determine the extent

to which external forces may require m9difi,atioof internal
.

college ivision-making Proced.ilres. In addition, it was the

intent Of this study to detemine if aspecific issue involving

the possible loss of reventrescausesof regulations involving

veterans justified in the minds of faculty and students the

direct intervention of the president without following normal

college decision making procedures.

This study includes an interview device that was designed
410

todetermine the probable,reaction of the faculty to a presi-

dential decree on an academic policy. It'lso includes an

interview device that was designed to determine the reaction

of veteran students toward an academic policy that might be

discriminatory against them. A third part of the study was

an economic, impact study that was designed *to determine the

economic impact'upon the°i titutibn of a potential loss of

veteran students in the even of.presidential inaction and

subsequent' adverse action by the. governmental agency.

The findings of the study were tabulated and presented

to.the president of the college as iesource materials.

BACKGROUND AND 'SIGNIFICANCE

I

Anderson Collegelis a private liberal arts two-year college

Seven per cent of...thewithln,enrollment of11200 students.
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students.enroiled at the college receive,VA benefits. The

college-has a spotless record in'its local administration,of

VA- related matters, and the administration Of the coll(ge was,

alarmed to lear'n that changes in VA regulations took the

appearance of governtental intervention din college acadtmic

- Veterans Education (3) states that "the regulationg are

not to be interpreted as a d.rective from the VA to the school

for a particular standard, but 41y that approVal for a course

requires that the school 4a e a standard, and that it enforce

it." In the same paragrap4, the article states that "a student

withpirawing after midterm would receive an. 'F' for the course

in the abgence.of extenuating circumstances."

Atthis point, in the view of the administration of the

college, the VA regulations represent a significant intrusion

by a governmental agency into the internal academic affairs of
e

the colleges. It is at this poini. that Anderson College is not

I

in compliance with the minimum sAanderds of progress set forth
L

by the State approval agency. 'The'policy of tht college is that

a student may withdraw from. a course N:lithout acadeMic penalty

through the end of the twelfth week of a sixteen-week semester.

There are no provisions of the law which would allow the

VA to define fora school what constitutqs satisfactory progress

for a student (4). The approval agencies,have established al'

broad interpretation of a statement found in'the.abovementioried

nited States Code: "Approval of courses by State approval

t
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t,
agencies.shall be in accordance With the provisions of .plapters

ft.

34 and 35and such other regulations and policies'as the State

.approval agency, may adopt." (5) The VA encourages this broad
-

interpretation (6) even though this is not in keeping with the

.spirit of the law which limits the powers of the VA in this

matter. The United States Code specifies that "No department,

agency, or offider of the United States, in carrying out this

chapter, shall exercise any supervision or control, whatsoever,

over any Sate approving agency, or'any educational institution." .(7)

withThe administration of Andersbn College was faced with four

optibn's, none of which seemed to be satisfactory. The first ,

option was to refuseto alter the academic policy of, the college

on the matter of the last dAy for withdrawal from a class without.

academic penalty. The probable outcome of.the exercise of t4s

optiori was 'the loss of.approval for veterans education. Veterans-

4

would then be unable to receive VA benefits for study at the

The'second option was to change the 'policy. onwithdrawal

for all students of the college by moving the last'daY for with-
- 1

drawal without penalty to the middle of the semester. This

would work a potential hardship on the 93% of the student body

who were not veterans in order to accommodate the needs,of the

..minor ity . .4 y '

The third option was to change the policy on withdrawal

for ,veterans while leaving the .policy uncOnged for' non-veterans.

This would create a situation inribtvveteran stu4nta would

7

experience academic discriminat101 and*the:colle e would stand
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in a precarious positiontif a veteranSliould bring,lawsuit

againSt the college as a result of this stance.

The fourth option was to submit to the State approval

agency a document of non-compliance and then wait to see what

would happen. Thisdelaying tactic would give the administra-

tion of_the college an opportunity to learn the degree of de-

termination held by the State approval agency. This tactic

would also give the Administration an opportunity to convey

its displeasure with the governmental intrusion in a more

meaningful way to both faculty an4 students.

The problem had further significance to the college in

terms of.its implicationsfor governance. Adams, qt. al., (8)

after extensive research on college decision-making systems,

were able to conclude only that "a good deal more work needt

to be done n studying current decision procepse and information

systems in colleges.'' Allen (9) points out that rail folps of
.

campus government fall somewhere along a continuum from aUthori-

tarianism to participatory democracy."

The decision-making process at And4son

found.bri the abovementioried cOntinuum to be closer to the

bureaucratic model than the participatory model, but there

are many areas of shed-aUthority. The college acknowledges

the scalar view of institutional organization as defined by

Stroup (la) in which all responsibility not reserved by the

board of trustees rests in theory and ,in fact upon the esident.

As is true of most colleges (11) the president is the dominant'



figure on campus with'more power than ally other person -o4

group. Whenever a, major defrision must' be made he stands.
'

accountable for that deVision whether it is made by him

personally or by some individual or to whom'apfhority

has been delegated,
.

/ In keeping with the Standards of Accreditation of the

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (12) mot decisions

related tp academic pblicy have-been delegated to the faculty

of the college. Even,though the college hap not witnessed -the

1 qt ..
evolvement of a strong faculty bureaucracy claiming the right

. .,

to corr5rol the' totality of, the institptia, as etas been tha
o.

case in many institutions (13),.the faculty has nonetheless
.. .

,;,...
..

become accustomed to the exarcise_of control over such matters
.. . --.)

1

as curriculum and academic policy. Members of the faculty gen

&ally have felt that this area should be nft to their control.
.

The personal qua],ties the.presi4dt have influenced
-: .

the types of decisions the faculty have madk.on,many occasions,

as might be expected (14), bu't it is the academic dean who is.

'th ,man in the middle. He is the one individual
.

Alb must be

le to balance fat ult authofity with administrative eIficiency.
t',

(15) points out orueial roIa4layed by.thedean as
i 1.

he leads and lives tl1iis paradoxical rcale: Anderson Colle4e eas
,s=--..

-.

'

.
.. .

been fdrtunate to have had good line. s of communication, botweem
t

---
the dean and-the faculty as as between the president and

,

the facuty.
I N .

"moIrldas (16) has published a Statement Of. Rights for College
. -

Administ tors. This statement is a defense of, the president of
J* t ,

q
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the Collgge in his.Rlobe.pf responsibility as thVvitiTate
.-- ,

decision-Maker on the campus. Millew0(11) has gone astelp
,

farther in pointing.otit that "central to' any Workable ill'.
.

-
= . ; . 4

,

of rights' should be a dispersion-of the myth that administia-
.,,..

tors are responsiblg' the faculty. Legal responsibility
, '

,

. ,
;,Ji% and accountability flow directly downward'from boards of. A. . : M v.. ,

I ,
.

iistees to presidents Land on .to their chief administrative .4."ti. . .... 4

associates. Obvious'y, faCulty members-should. be consulte'd, _
,

Should,*piovide advice, And should be involved in the decision"-

taking apparatus, However,.responsibility is anothetmatter
,

and this flows through legally sanctioned channels."

The governing boaq.-ihe college should not,be subject

`to undue pressures. 406,state officiaUs cr othet outside
. 1.

groups; furthermore,the governing board should protecot the

oalinistrationfrom similar outside pressure (18).
..--

.

The persori who were in the middle of this problem were,

enrolledof course, the students who were at the college. If

)' - .

adecision inTrennge the withdrawal date for,all.
. . .

students to mid-semester;then,.all studentS: would feel,theM-

selves- to be penalized. If'a decision wer6.made to change

the withdrawal date for veterans only, theft it is they who
(

(21 f

would feel the .0enaltS7."If a decision were made to leave
-

the policy unchanged, the veterans -would conceivably find

themsefves unable to attendAnderSOn College under the VA

prpg Om. It was recognized that any decis.ion muetkeep-in

mind the welfare of the students Whostand as recipients of
. ,

benefits or pjnalties of academic policieg.
,--"*"4' "'"n

,12
t r.

4
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PROCEDURES . . ... '

-. * f

', The proce4res'followed n .this seedy involved intec'Views

, .

with. selected members of the facu4ty and selected vexpran stu-

.

7

1,

dents. There was also an economic impact, study tolltrrnine
.

4.,

.

the -degree to which.the ecOnomy of the college was dependent
. .

%.

upon revenue generated from the enrollment of veterans.
.

.---
The interviews with faculty members represented an attempt,

, .
. .

to measure their
,

attitudes toward the decision - making process'
. .

...,

of the colleg e.with respect to academic policy in this parti-
:. ,..

. cularessituation (see interview questions in Appendix I). The
.... . -

.fecalty Memberewho were fintetviewed were those who sit on the
v

ftademic Counbil of the cojaege. The reasons for selecting

these.facultymemberether than selectin; a random sample
AA

of the faculty were twofold: Aar they had already been made-

aware of the problem faced'by the college wiEh reference..to

0.

..
A . the VA Standards of Piogrees and therefore did not require .

f

'-
. ., ...

. -. .... . , .

.
% I

lengthy -explanations of the problem, ..ant% (b) the .AcademiC

4 , t

Council: serves as a screening committee.on Matte's of curri-
#

, 1

cu'ium and academic policy. Most matters related to academic

policy'reach-Zhe faculty by way of this group.

The interviews with veterans represented an ettempt to

0
measure their awareness cff and, reactions to the .VA Standards

of Progressland the implications of this problem for them

as Pstudentxof
.
the4coilege (tee interview questions in Appen-

dix.II). Ten veteran students were interviewed, Their selec7

tion was by chance encounter onthe campus over a periodof

1

13
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several days. 'These interviews took place as the'writer fnt

students whom 4e recognized to be recipients Of VA benefits.

Interviews took place in. the canteen, the gymnasium; the hall

of a classroom building, in.thepark.ing lot, and in the writer's
4

-
office.

.

The economic impact study was an attempt to determine the.-

amount pf revenue generated for the college from tuition, room,

,and board from veterans enrolled in the spring semester,-1976.
. .

This revenue was viewed withinthe-context of the institutional
t

-..
operating bddget. The findtngs then served' as the b"asis for

a projection of revenuesto be-collected or lost in the academic

year 1976-77, and theNimpact upon the,coliege budget was wit-

lined. The projection took into account a predioted drops in

Veteran alrollment after June, 1976, as a result of'the expira-

tion of:benefits available for those veterans who were discharged
-* .

from service tea or more- years ago;

The findingS of the three parts of the study were tabulated

and'Preseptpd tq the president of the college as resource material-

A-
.,.; . .

. ,

t was assumed that the faculty members and the veterans ir

.who were interviewed were representative of their respective groups
. .

and that tI .findings were similar.to those that Would have resulted

.

', .)

from interviews, with others from these gioups.
e

A limitation upon the selection of'veterans who were inter-
. , e

viewed was that the writer does not immediately recognize all
. .

veteran students upon sight. It.is estimated that he would have
4

,
.

.
..

recognized 75t of theavterans upon sight.
..., .1 a 4

.



A second procedural limitation sugfaced in. the economic

10'

impact study when twriter, unable to study the institutional

budget (which is not readily available to level 3administrators),

. was forced to glean data from an interview with the business

administrator of-the college. It is assumed that the verbal

communication-Of'data was effectix're and that the resulting

`findings are accuratt,
4

RESULTS
41

Seven of the eight faculty members who sit on the Academic,

Council were interviewed (see Faculty Interview Questions in

the Appendix). Five of the seven expressed no objection to

an administrativechange'in academic policy if suchlOhange is
''.

needed; two expressed mild objection; none expressed strong

objection.
. I

Three of the seven.felt thit the last date for withdrawal

without-penalty should 1;e moved to mid-semester for all students

in order to bring the college into compliance with the Standards

ti

t

of Progress; zegulationr only two of tbe seven felt that the date

should'be left unchanged for non-veterans and moved to mid - semes-

ter for veterans. The remaining two felt.that the date should be

left ,unchanged-for all.§tudents. They felt that the-college
4f

should risk losing vbteran students if necessary in order to
.

retain institutional integrity.

Foqr of the seven faculty members felt that their answers

were representative of the feelings, that would expressed by

the
0

entire faculty upon their being informed of the new VA
.

15. r



Standards of Progress. Three of the seven admittbd that they

didcnot expect to find much agreement on the mattqx among

faculty members.

14ane ofD the ten veterans who were interviewed (seeyeterdn.

Interview Quest44940's in the Appendix) wee aware of the Standards

of Progress prior to the interview. There was'a unanimous

display of resentment on the part of the veterans when they

were told of the changes in the regulations.

11.

None of the ten veterans were in favor of an acadernib policy

change that would be,discviminatory toward them. Eight of the

ten felt that the administration should make the necessary policy

change provided ik Covered all students, Two of the' ten felt that

college should run the risk of losing approval- for veterans

training by fighting the governmental agency.

ft

When asked where they woulgiattend,c ei011egnex year if

Iknderson College were to lose approval for veterans training,
L

only'ong of the ten said he would return to Andersoh College.

Six others did not know 'where they would go, if anywhere,

The economic impact study revealed that approximately 3.2%

of the budgeted anticipated income from tuition, room, and

board for the 1976-77 fiscal year is anticipated frOm veteran

students.

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

The faculty interviews revealed no strong feelings for or

against aliadministrative decision on this particular area of. N
.

_ . .

academic policy under the given circumstances. .It follows that

16
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the faculty mould.probably accept without serious objection

whatever decision 'might.be made by the'administration,in.this

particular matter. Faculty reactions were therefore colt tiered
"er

to be a problem of minor consequence.

On-the other hand, the student interviews revealed sell

exceptionally strong feelings on the part-of the veterans.

While their strongest reaction was one of anger toward the

governmental agency, the most relevant reaction to the study

was that of strong opposition to any change of policy that

wO14.d place the veteran in a less favorable position aca-
,

than the_hon2veteran. Student reaction to-aca-

I
ilemiC change was therefOre,c6Psidered to be potentially a

problem of significant consequence.

The economic impact study revealed that the college is

minimally dependent upon_revenue generated from veterans'. .
. *

,$.

The lo ss of such revenue would not be an economic disaster

due to the relatively small percentage of veterans in the

student body and dud tb.the fact that many of the veterans

are part-time students. /

1

-Aniadditional fadtor arose during the study, namely, the
...

.

. public relations fac;tor. In .considering the implications to

V
the college Of theloss of approval for.veter4ns training, it

was felt that public relatfonS would be a significant factor.

It was felt that the public would equate such;lost-of approval
. . .

to pi-vo4ram inferiority, and it Would be diffidult to communl-

cate to the public the true reason for such loss of,approval:

I

/,
17
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The following recommendation was submitted to tte presi-:

debt pf the college:

It is recommended that, the college look with alarm upbb

*4* governmental control of such internal matters of the -college'
.eitrO

as-academic regulations and policy-mak ing. It is recbgnized

that there have been gross abuses ceVA benefits at some in-

stitutions, but -these are a shall number of institutions. Tlie

VA has chosen'to censure the entire academic community for the

--abuses,perpetuated jay a few. Anderson College has a spotle4,re-

cord in the administration of VA benefits to student veteran
,A

It .should be noted that VA 'benefit's represent a form

financial aid administered a/ongside, but not through, &he

.
J

4., . '
X :

college. The cA could ealiTjtIltify 'a bet of standards

be'required of veterans ifs these standards and the decisi

thereto were administered totall by4VA on the b is
T.

of reports, (such as cfade reports or transcripts) s
, .

ped
w

sr fr'f
t

by the colleges. Decisions related to discontinuance lbf VA if

benefits would then be made by the administrator of he bend-

fits and -not by the educational i4stitution.

The Standards of Progress regulations were developed
1

without input from thh*colieges,and universities. Povern-

inental agencierbontinue to turn a deaf ear toward the pleas

I. 4

of the academic community,for'a voice in trnformulation of
.

*fi"

regulations that vitally concern the internk affairs of the

campus.

.

ME.
18
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It.is recommended that Anderson College s it its proposed

standards of progress to the State aoproving,agency without sig-
.

nificant change from presently established academic policy. The

academic policies of. Anderson College will. probably be found to

be acceptable in most areas -- hopefully all areas -- except that

of the last date for withdrawal from course mithout academic

;penalty.

It is further recommended that/ Anderson College be prepared

to defend its policy from governm ntal intrusion in.every

ble way. If it is determined th t.the college will lose its

approval for veterans educatio unless it submits to gover ental

demands for academic po licy; c ante, it will then prob ably ecome

necessary to spbmit to sucIh hange. It would not-appear to,be in

14'

the best interest of the ;college or of the students for the approval

;.,.to-be withdrawn. .4

If policy change bedomes nec essary,, it is recommended that
, I , .s% , >

1.,`

penalty'the last date for withdrawal from a course without academic penalty
-
'Y.-

b4;Chan4ed to mid-semester for all students. A discriminatory

pc4p,, opens a pandorAts bbx of probIlmm; including student morale,
4.

-1: tr .

,
4 .

.i S.

ree6d=keeping, and potential court litigation.
.''

..

, ...
--;",,,_

The p1resident of.the college accepted the above recammenda.=
.

. ,,

.. ,.

Lions and pistructed that they be followed with one modificatidn.
/ I

c
,! 1

The modifiOation was with regard tothe poli-Jir change for all
. .. ,

.

students. .Bisidirective was that any policy,Aanges that might
. ';

. . 0 ..
.

,
di

be dictaidlpy VA 6hould be made for Veterans only. Non-vet-
.

.

. .

4 .

eranS must nOt be penalized jai, such changes.
, \;

.
.,...

4
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APPENDIX I

FACULTY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS, .

15

1. What would be your rea tion if the administration of the
'collegenvere to establish a new academic policy for the
purpose of meeting the VA Standards of Progress?
(1) No objection
(2) Mild objection
(3) Strong objection

2. Do you think the last date for withdrawal from class without
penalty" shoilld be moved to mid-semester for all students? .

(1) Yes 4?
.(2) No

: =

3. Do you think the last date for withdrawal without penalty
vshould be moved to mid-semester for veterans and left un-
changed for other students?
(1) Yes
(2) No

.

4: Given the fact that we have approximately 100 veterans en-
rolled this semester, do you think the college can afford
to risk lo4ng this students byhot meeting the minimum
standards progress?
(1) Yes
02) No

5. Do you feel that the majority of the faculty members of ,the
college would agree with your answers; to these questions?
(1) Yes s

(2) No

r

NY



APPENDIX II

/ VETERAN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Are you aware, through reading or other media, of the new
Standards of Progress that will be requiredlof veteran'
.stud4nts in college?
(1) Yes .

(2) No .

2: The Standards of Progress specify that a student who with=
_draws from a-course after mid-semester must receive a grade
of F for that course. Thj. s requ.irements holds true for all
collegeS in the state. In view of the fact that Andersoh
'College.students have the opportunity to withdraw much later
-in the semester without academic penalty, do Ou think the
college should change the last date for withdrawal to mid-

. semester for all students?
.(.1) Yes
(2) No

4
3. Do you think the college should chknge the last date for

withdrawal without penalty to midseme8ter fir veterans
and leave it as is for non-veterans?
(1) Yes

*(2) No

4. Do youthink Anderson College should, leave the last date
for withdrawal without penalty as it now is and run the
risk of losing approval for veterans education?
(1),Yes.'
(2) No

5. If Anderabn College-should elect' not to change its academic
policy on withdrawal, and ifoas a 'result, the college should _4
lose its approval for veteran education, where would you go
to school next year?

21
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